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In the course of its development in England, however, the Demerits
law relating to domicil has acquired certain vices. A short ^^
mention of these will suffice here, as they have already been conception
discussed in this chapter.
First, it will not infrequently happen that the legal domicil (0 Sorne-
of a man is out of touch with reality, for the exaggerated impor-
tance attributed to the domicil of origin, coupled with therealistic
technical doctrine of its revival, may well ascribe to a man a results
domicil in a country which by no stretch of the imagination
can be called his home.1
Secondly, an equally irrational result may ensue from the 0
view of the English courts that long residence is not equivalent gj
to domicil if accompanied by the contemplation of some uncer- long
tain event the occurrence of which will cause a termination of dence
the residence.2
Thirdly, the ascertainment of a man's domicil depends to («») Domi-
such an extent upon proof of his intention, the most elusive of di^uiTto
all factors, that only too often it will be impossible to identify identify
it with certainty without recourse to the court.3
Nationality, as compared with domicil, enjoys the advan- Demerits
tage that normally it is easily ascertainable. Nevertheless, it is aiityatl°n"
objectionable as a criterion of the personal law on at least three
grounds.
First, it may be & country with which the propositus has lost (0 Nation-
all connexion, or with which perhaps he has never been con- homely
nected. It is a strange notion, for instance, that a Neapolitan, differ
who has emigrated to California in his youth without becoming
naturalized in the U.S.A., should throughout his life remain
subject to Italian law with regard to such matters as divorce and
testamentary capacity.
Secondly, nationality is sometimes a more fallible criterion (»)Aman
than domicil. In the eyes of English law no man can be with- ^H^™ *
out a domicil, no man can have more than one domicil at the or no
same time. On the other hand, he may be stateless or may natlon lty
simultaneously be a citizen of two or more countries.
Thirdly, nationality cannot always determine the internal (in)Nation-
law to which a man is subject. This is the case, as we have seen, ^sweTif
when one political unit such as the United States of America one Sove-
comprises a variety of legal systems. It is also true of the [*f^
French Empire, which contains several systems of personal several
law, and of such countries as Czechoslovakia and Poland where
1 Supra, pp. 1 86 et seqq.	2 Supra, pp. 166 et seqq.
3 $uprat pp. 177 etseqq.

